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PREFACE

The 20 years after World War I1 witnessed unprecedented transforma-
tion of the American environment. Economic depression followed by war
had subdued and then diverted the nation's energies; relative peace and
prosperity unleashed them upon the landscape. In the words of Jerry L.
Rogers, “America was on a public-funded development binge™:

Interstate highways were plowing through where 1land could be
bought for less, usually older neighborhoods and parklands. Using
urban renewal funds, cities were busily leveling the buildings and
districts that distinguished them from all other cities, assembling
lands into larger parcels, and urging developers to put up redundant
and undistinguished new buildings. River and harbor improvements
and water {impoundments destroyed or inundated countless archeo—
logical sites, rescuing data from a haphazardly selected few. The
tax code of the United States encouraged the destruction of historic
buildings by rewarding the construction of new ones on their
sites....

This destruction produced the inevitable reaction. Representatives
from a range of bodies involved with or sympathetic to historic preserva-
tion began to discuss ways of seeing that historic features obtained some
recognition in public project planning.

In September 1963 the National Trust for Historic Preservation
and Colonial Williamsburg staged an international seminar at Williams-
burg that had been proposed by Ronald F. Lee, National Park Service
regional director and secretary of the National Trust 's board of trustees.

A resulting statement called for a national inventory of historic proper-

ties and machinery for considering their protectioh. In November 1964 a

l1“National Historic Preservation Act--A Retrospective,” CRM Bulletin,
February 1986, p. 1.



presidential task force on the preservation of natural beauty repeated

these recommendations and advocated federal loans and matching grants
to state and local governments for preservation, tax deductions for
preservation expenses, and a $2,000,000 annual appropriation to the
National Trust to be matched by private donations. President Lyndon B.
Johnson endorsed the general position of the task force in a subsequent
message to the Congress:

In almost every part of the country citizens are rallying to save

landmarks of beauty and history. The Government must also do its

share to assist these local efforts which have an important national
purpose. We will encourage and support the National Trust for

Historic Preservation.... I shall propose legislation to authorize

supplementary grants to help local authorities acquire, develop, and

manage private properties for such purposes. '

Of particular consequence was the Special Committee on Historic
Preservation sponsored by the United States Conference of Mayors with
Ford Foundation support, formed in the summer of 1965. It was chaired by
Albert Rains, a former Alabama congressman and chairman of the House
housing subcommittee, and included selected members of Congress and the
Cabinet. The National Trust and National Park Service were represented
on the committee, with the Trust supplying its staff. The committee

studied preservation in America and Europe and published its findings and

recommendations in a book, With Heritage So Rich, early in 1966.

This report called for a "new preservation® integrated with rather
than isolated from contemporary life:

If the preservation movement is to be successful...it must go
beyond saving occasional historic houses and opening museums. It
must be more than a cult of antiquarians. It must do more than
revere a few precious national shrines. It must attempt to give

2=Natural Beauty of Our Country,” H. Doc. 78, 89th Congress, Feb.. 8,
1965.
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a sense of orientation to our society, using structures and objects
of the past to establish values of time and place....

[T]he new preservation must look beyond the individual building
and individual landmark and concern itself with the historic and
architecturally valued areas and districts which contain a special
meaning for the community.... ,

In sum, if we wish to have a future with greater meaning,
we must concern ourselves not only with the historic highlights, but
we must be concerned with the total heritage of the nation and all
that is worth preserving from our past as a living part of the
present.

The committee recommended a comprehensive "National Register” admin-

istered by the Park Service and developed from federal and state historic

property surveys, the latter assisted by federal grants; an Advisory

Council on Historic Preservation broadly representing governmental and
private interests, its concerns to include the.review and resolution of
conflicts between federal programs affecting preservation; Internal Rev-
enue Code amendments favoring preservation; requirements for identifying
and considering historic properties in advance of federal and federally
aided projects; federay matching grants and loans for public acquisition,
rehabilitation, and restoration of historic structures; new loan programs
for acquisition and rehabilitation by private parties; and a scholarship
and training program for architects and technicians in historic preserva-
tion. Other recommendations addressed grants to the National Trust and
actions that could be taken by state and local governments.

In March 1966 Secretary of the Interior Stewart L. Udall sent a
bill to Congress incorporating many of the Special Committee's proposals.
Sen, Henry M. Jackson of Washington and Rep. Wayne N. Aspinall of Colorado,
chairmen of the Senate and House Interior and Insular Affairs committees,

promptly introduced the legislation. Sen. Edmund S. Muskie of Maine and

3with Heritage So Rich (New York:  Random House, 1966), pp. 207-08.
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Rep. William B. Widnall of New Jersey, both members of the Special
Committee, sponsored similar bills. Following committee hearings and
amendments, the House and Senate passed a measure pleasing most interested
parties. President Johnson signed it into law on October 15.% |
The preamble to the National Historic Preservation Act affirmed the

"new preservation" articulated in With Heritage Sd Rich, declaring "that

the historical and cultural foundations of the Nation should be preserved
as a living part of our community life and development in order to give a
sense of orientation to the American people.” The act authorized the
Secretary of the Interifor--in practice, the National Park Service--to

"expand and maintain a national register of districts, sites, buildings,

structures, and objects significant in American history, architecture,.

archeology, and culture” and to dispense matching grants-in-aid to the
states for historical surveys, preservation plans, and the acquisition

and development of historic properties. Matching grants were also

authorized to support the National Trust in carrying out its responsibil-

ities. In specific response to the destruction wrought by federal
projects, Section 106 of the act ordered federal agencles to consider
the effects of théir undertakings on National Register properties and
permit the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation established by the

act to comment on such undertakings.

The passage of two decades affords opportunity for historical

perspective on the 1966 act and its consequences. Ernest Allen Connally,

4The National Historic Preservation Act was one of a trilogy of laws,

with the Department of Transportation Act and the Demonstration Cities Act,

that earned the 89th Congress the sobriquet "The Preservation Congress.”
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a foremost player in implementing 1its provisions, published a lucid

summary of the events leading to its enactment in the February and April

1986 issues of the Park Service's CRM Bulletin. James M., (Mike) Lambe's

Legislative History of Historic Preservation Act of 1966 traces the

progress of the legislation through Congress; it 1is no less valuable
today for having been compiled in 1967. A dissertation in progress
by James A. Glass, a doctoral student at Cornell, promises to be the
definitive work on the national preservation program resulting from
tﬁe act.

In view of these and other contributioms to the historical record,
the present work is distinctly limited in scope. Essentially, it {is
concerned with key decisions and directions taken by the National Park
Service in implementing the 1966 act and successive amendments to it.
It does not address the Advisory Council after its Service ties were
severed in 1976, therefore, nor other preservation-related legislation in
the past 20 years beyond the ta# proviéions that so heavily influenced
the programs under the act. It gives short shrift to both the operational
detalls of these programs an& their major accomplishments. For the
comprehensive treatment that the broad topic warrants, we must await the
Glass dissertation and the book expected from it.

Many people assisted in the preparation of this account, a few of
whom deserve special mention. Ernest Connally and Jerry Rogers opened
their files and were especially generouslwith their time in interviews.
kobert M. Utley shipped his pérsonal collection of relevant documents
from Santa Fe to Washington for use in the research and responded patiently

to numerous telephone inquiries. Robert R. Garvey, Jr., and William J.
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Murtagh contributed recollections from the pivotal roles they played
in implementing the act. Stephen D. Newman provided papers and fielded
questions on the grants program. And Beth M. Grosvenor of the National
Register staff made available the many records she has carefully preserved
throughout successive office reorganizations and moves. As usual in
assignménts of this kind, consulting with and learning from such people

was the most rewarding aspect of the research.

Barry Mackintosh
August 1986
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GETTING (RE)ORGANIZED

When President Lyndon B. Johnson signed the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act on October 15, 1966, plann_ing for its implementation was
already underway within the National Park Service. That May Director
George B. Hartzog, Jr., had appointed a special committee omn historic
preservation to consider both ‘the bureau's existing preservation responsi-
bilities—-mostly within the National Park System——and its anticipated
responsibilities beyond the parks under the pending legislation. The
distinguished committee‘comprised Dr. John Otis Brew, a prominent arche-
ologist and director of Harvard's Peabody Museum, who had served on the
Secretary of the Interior's national parks advisory board; Dr. Ernest
Allen Connally, professor of architectural history at the University of
I1linois, who had participated in several Historic American Buildings
Survey and historic étructure restoration projects for the Service; anci
Ronald F. Lee, a former National Park Service chief historian and régionai
director and then special assistant to Hartzog, who had been instrumental
in founding the National Trust for Historic Preservation.

Historic preservation ﬁad been a major activity of the Park Service
since the 1930s, when it acquired most of the government's historical
parks and monuments in a 1933 executive branch reorganization. The
Historié Siteé Act of 1935 charged it with implementing "a national
policy to preserve for public use historic sites, buildings, and objects
of national significance for the inspiration and benefit of the people of
the United States.” ©Ever since the reorganization most units of the

1




o

2

Park System had been historical or archeological.. Yet the great natural

parks—--the Yellowstones and Yosemites—-still predominated in the public
image of the System and in the minds an& hearts of Service management.

This traditional bias, the cbmmittee perceived, was detrimental to
historic preservation in the inevifable competition for funding, person-
nel, and management attention within the organization. During considera-
tion of the Historic Sites Act legislation, some had foreseen the problem
and advocated a separate historic sites agency. In his 1935 reéort on
the expanded program envisioned by the act, J. Thomas Schneider implicitly
favored this course, but since the act specified the National Park Service,
Schneider fell back to urging. an autonomous historic sites branch within
the Service.l Such a branch was created, but it lacked the recommended
autonomy and did not survive successive bureau reorganizations.

Reporting to Director ‘Hartzog in September 1966 as the new legisla~ '
tion was en route to_enactment, the BrveConnally¥Lee committee echoed
Schneider's concern about the subordination of historic preservation in
the Park Servicé, "We are deeply aware that in most European nations...
the preservation of historic and architectural monuments is the special

- responsibility of a separate bureau.or department created solely for this
purpose,” it wrote. "We sense that within the Government of the- United
States, and specifically within'the Nétional Park Service, there is a
need to bring professional preservation work into sharp focus, and to

conduct it at a very high level."2

1Rgport to the Secretary of the Interior on the Preservation of
Historic Sites and Buildings (Washington: U.S. Department of the Inte—
rior, 1935), pp. 154-56.

2"Report of Special Committee on Historic Preservation,” Sépt.-30,
1966, p. 2. .



3
The committee went on to specific complaints:
The professional staffs im history, archeology, and historical
architecture are now subdivided, and in our view, fragmented, under
four of the six Assistant Directors. These fragmented staffs func-
tion at a regrettably low level in the Service organization. This...
makes communication of staff professional viewpoints within the
Service, and outside the Service, both difficult and often ineffec-—
tive.
As a result of this fragmentation, the committee felt, historic restora-
tion work in the parks sometimes suffered.3

The committee's prescription for the problem was ‘an "Office of
Archeology and Historic Preservation” whose chief would report directly
to the director. The office would consolidate the Service's top-level
historians, archeologists, and historical architects, although some would
retain their duty stations in the regional offices, archeological centers,
and three existing planning and service centers. The committee recommend-
ed that the office be headed by a historical architect, "partly because
we foresee rapidly increasing national need for experts who have special-
ized in historic buildings, and also because this side of Service profes-
sional work is most in need of further strengthening and'development."4

Hartzog adopted in large measure the committee's recommendations.
Early in 1967 the Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation--quickly
dubbed OAHP--was formed in the Service's Washington headquarters. Ernest

Connally, trained as an architect as well as an architectural historian,

accepted Hartzog's offer to head it.5 With his university background,

31bid., p. 7.
41bid., pp. 10-11.
5Connally could not leave his academic post to report for duty until

June 1967; meanwhile he communicated regularly on office matters with
Robert M. Utley, who acted as chief in the interim.
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Connally sought to organize and staff OAHP in a manner that would gain
it academic respectability and professional standing equivalent to the
foreign government offices charged with similar responsibilities. He
envisioned it as "a kind of scholarly institute” benefiting from frequent
personnel exchanges with academic departments in related fields.®

-In line with these objectives, the disciplines of aréheology, hisf
tory, and historic architecture formed the primary divisions of the
office. Chief Historian Robert M. Utley, who had risen through the
Service organization and combined professional and bureaucratic skills to
an uncommon degree, was chief of the Division of History. Under him were
the Branch of Park History Studies, which conducted research for preserva-
tion and interpretation within the National Park System, and the Branch
of Historical Surveys, which studied properties outside the System for
designation as national historic landmarks. The Division of Archeology
was headed by Dr. John M. Corbett, another Service veteran, who supervised
a Washington staff, archeologists stationed in several of the regional
offices, and the Southeast and Southwest archeological centers. Whereas
these divisions predated OAHP in the Washington headquarters organization,
the Division of Historic Architecture was a new amalgamation of functions
and staff, It comprised the Branch of Restorations, which planned and
supervised Park System projects, and the Historic American Buildings
Survey (HABS), whose recording work transcended the System. Joseph
Watterson, a newcomer to the Service, was appointed chief of the division
in November.

Most of the duties and many of the personnel of these disciplinary

6 Interview with Connally, Apr. 21, 1986.
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divisions had been with the Service for years. In contrast, the National
Register branch was an innovation stemming directly from the National
Historic Preservation Act. It would carry out the act's directive “to
expand and maintain a national register of districts, sites, buildings,
structures, and objects significant in American history, architecture,

archeology, and culture.” It was also charged with establishing and
administering the new program of grants—-in-aid to the states and National
Trust for Historic Preservation authorized by the act.

The Register unit, which did not become a “division” until 1972, was
headed by Dr. William J. Murtagh, an architectural historian who had been
director of program with the National Trust. Mgrtagh was styled "Keeper
of the National Register" rather than registrar, because Ernest Connally
foresaw that the states would ultimately be doing most of the registering
and that OAHP would be merely "keeping” the register.7 The first National
Register employee was Russell V. Keune, an architect from HABS, who acted
as keeper until Murtagh's arrival in Auguét and remained as assistant
keeper until departing for the National Trust in January 1969. Next came
Jerry L. Rogers, a newly hired historian who arrived the same day as
Connally in June, succeeded Keune as assistant keeper, became chief of
the new Division of Grants in October 1973 when that function separated
from the National Register Division, rose to.head OAHP in 1976, and after
1983 oversaw the historic preservation responsibilities of the National
Park Service as its assoclate director for cultural resources.

Another ﬁnit responding directly to the 1966 act constituted staff

to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation established by the act,

7Interview with Jerry L. Rogers, Feb. 5, 1986. Bob Utley coined the
title.
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‘which specified the director of thé National Park Service or his designee
as executive director of the Council. Robert R. Garvey, Jr., who had
worked actively for the legislation as executive director of the National
Trust, left that post in July 1967 to assumé the full-time staff respon-
sibility of executive secrétary to the Council. Although Garvey did not
remain within OAHP officially after 1969, his office was housed with OAHP
~until 1973, and like the National Register unit it drew heavily on the
resources of the established disciplinar& divisions. After Council
review of a controversial Park Service undertaking——permitting access to
a privately built tower next to Gettysburg National Military Park--raised
conflict of 1interest questions,. Director Ronald H., Walker (Hartzog's
successor) delegated his executive directorship to Garvey in 1973 in an
effort to give the Council staff a greatef measure of autonomy within the
Service., The potential for conflict remained until 1976, when legislation
amending the National Historic Preservation Act reconstituted the Council
as an 1independent federalz’agency_ to which Garvey and his staff were
transferred.8

A January 1968 report on the first year's progress in implementing
the act restated the prospect of OAHP becoming “an American equivalent of
the 'monuments offices' that European and Latin American countries have
long maintained to guard the national patrimony.*9 Achieving this goal
would have required an accretion of preservation responéibility, including

line authority over the cultural areas and resources of the National Park

8P.L. 94-422, Sept. 28, 1976.

9“The National Historic Preservation Program: Report of the Director
of the National Park Service to the Secretary of the Interior on Progress
during 1967, National Register files. The report was prepared by Bob
Utley.
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System. Instead, OAHP became less comprehensive as some of its initial
responsibilities were withdrawn: in successive Service. reorganizations.

The separation of the Advisory Council support function has been
noted. The first removal of traditional Service responsibilities placed
under OAHP came in early 1970, when park-related historical and architec-
tural research and restoration project supervision were reassigned to
the Eastern and Western service centers (combined as the Denver Service
Center in the fall of 1971) and when the Southeast and Southwest archeo-
logical centers were placed under the respective regional offices.
Several factors motivated the transfers. Under pressure to reduce Wash-
ington overhead, management needed to show fewer beople assigned to the
headquarters office. There was hope for improved collaboration among the
historians and historical architects and the planners and other profes-
sionals in the service centers. Finally, Director Hartzog seemed con-
cerned that OAHP migﬁt amass too much power and break away, with or without
the historical parks--perhaps to the rival Smithsonian Institution.lo
Hartzog supported historic preservation, but his primary devotion'was to
the integrity and expansion of his bureau, and the implications of the
"monuments office" concept did not arouse his enthusiasm.

_In 1971 OAHP moved down a notch in the Service organization: Ernest
Connally now reported to an associate director for professional services
instead of the director. The following year Connally became the associate
director for professional services and Bob Utley was elevated to head
OAHP, so the proximity of preservatioﬁ to the director was restored in

fact if not nane.

10Telephone interview with Robert M. Utley; Apr. 21, 1986.
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. Soon aftersthe last reshuffle, the Conservation Foundation published

National Parks for the Future to coincide with the centennial of Yellow-

stone NgtionalﬂPark's establishmenr in 1872. Arguing that the natural
and historical parks would both be better served by separate administra-
tidn,'the’report called fpr’divesting the latter from the Service. Pre-
dictably, Hartzog opposed this recommendation; bur he was fired at the
end of 1972 -and replaced by Ronald Walker, an advance man from the Nixon
White House who did not share Hartzog's instinctive aversion to narrowing
the ‘bureau's scope.’

:Walker formed a committee of Service managers to recommend further
organizational chénges. -Théir report proposed that OAHP be dismantled.
It reflected the widespread lack of'symﬁathy for the office's non-park
activities among those who had risen through the traditional park ranger
andﬁadministrativezranks'("smoky bears” to Connally), as well as animos-
ity toward-its=perceiVed=e1itism, academic pretensions, and separatist
tendencies. Connally. and Utley persuaded Walker to reject most of the
committee's -recommendations for OAHP and to adopt an alternate scheme,
effected in September 1973.. -

- .- OAHP- was - pared down to those programs that were basically external to
the National Park.System. It consisted of the National Register Division
under Bill Murtégh; the Grants Division under Jerry Rogers, the Historical
and’ Architectural  Surveys. ' Division (the Historic American Buildings
Survey, Historic American Engineering Record, and National Historic
LandmarkéiProgram) under -Cornelius W, Heine, andlthe Interagency Services
Division for archeology under Rex Wilson. 1In charge as assistant direc-
tor for OAHP was Dr. A, Russell Mortensen, a former University of Utah

history professor who had succeeded Bob Utley as chief historian. What
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remained of the history, archeology, and historic architecture divisions
‘ (under Dr. Harry ﬁ. Pfanz, Dr. Robert H. Listgr,_’and Henry A. Judd re-
spectively) was placed under Bob Utley, who became assistant director for
park historic preservation.
This segregation of "in-house” and.“out—house“ preservation responsi-
'bility was in part a response to the critiéism that park needs had been
subordinated within the former organization. Thelassistant directorate
for park historic preservation was announced as'a corrective to that drift.
Not announced was Connally's and Utley's other agenda for the reorganiza-
tion: an OAHP divested of its Park System functions would be easier to
remove from the Park Service to more sympathetic custody.11
Connally's grand design was outlined in é paper he and Walker pre-
sented to Walker's boss, Assistant Secretary of the Interior Nashaniel P.
. Reed, on October 31l. It noted that cultural responsibilities in the
federal government were dispersed inefficiently amdng the Smithsonian,
the arts and humanities endowments, and the Park Service. Historic
preservation was a peripheral concern in the Interior Department, and it
would be even more so in the Department of Energy énd Natural Resourceé
that the Nixon Administration was planning to supersede Interior. Con-
nally's ultimate solution was a new independent agency, an AQministratibn
of Cultural Affairs, that would encompass both OAHP and the Service's
historical parks along with the Smithsonian, the endowments, the National
Archives, and performing arts administration. As an intermediate step,.

he proposed that OAHP be transferred (with its 98 positions and $15 million

llMemorandum, Director Ronald H. Walker to Regional Directors,
"Historic Preservation,” Dec. 18, 1973, History Division files; Utley
. interview. '



10

budget) from the Service to the departmental level.l2

Reed had previously come out against the Conservation Foundation
recommendation for the historical parks, and he refused to endorse either'
the grand design or the OAHP tfansfer. Realizing that Interior's top
officials were unlikely to favor anything aimed at removing responsibility
from the department, Connally gained Walker's support for a more modest
proposal in.-August 1974. It would place the historical parks and OAHP in
a separate Historic Sites and Monuments Service under Reed's assistant
secretariat. Walker's memorandum with this propésal (prepared by.Conﬁally)
cited the differences between historical and natural park ménégement and
the greatly increased extramural résponsibilities of OAHP as justification
for the new bureau. But Reed again thwarted the separation,l3

When Walker was replaced by Gary Everhardt, a Park Service careerist,
in January 1975, there was no further prospect of advancing such proposals
through the bureau's leadership. Rather than seeking'to reconciie OAHP
and its outside constituency to its Service . tie, however, ghe Evérhardt
administration seemed bent on proving that the preservation program
beyond the parks could not prosper in a park management . organization.
When the water system at Crafer Lake National Park broke down, Everhardt
slashed OAHP's fiscal 1977 grants-in-aid budget request in half (from
$20 million to $10 million) .for the money to repair it. Connally
denounced this action at the 1976 spring meeting of state historic

preservation officers, winning their applause but incurring Everhardt's

12 Historic Preservation: A Brief Analysis and Preliminary Pro-
posal,” Oct. 31, 1975, Ernest A, Connally office files.

13Memorandum, Walker through Reed to Secretary of the Interior Rogers
C. B. Morton, "Historic Sites and Monuments Service, Department of the
Interior-—-A Proposal,” Sept. 30, 1974, Comnally files; Utley interview,
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and Reed's displeasure.

The state representatives now spoke out for divorcing OAHP, if ﬁoﬁ
the historicél parks, from the Service. After the meeting Truett Latimer
of Texas, president of the National Conference of State Historic Preserva-:
tion Officers, wrote Sen. Henry M. Jackson of Washington, chairman .of thé
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee{

When a choice must be made between -identifying, preserving, and
protecting historic resources across the country and upgrading park
sanitation systems, it is time for the two to be separated. The
majority of SHPOs who have expressed opinions on this issue favor
the creation of a "Bureau of Historic Preservation"” within the -
Department of the Interior, with organizational status equal to that
‘of other Departmental bureaus. |

Chairﬁan:Carlisle'lL Humelsine and'President James Biddle of the
National Trust for Historic Preservation signed another letter to Jackson

on the subject:

[W]e have recently suggested to the Assistant Secretary of Interior:
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks [Reed]..., in view of the disastrous
consequences to historic preservation reflected in the President's
1977 budget request, flowing from its competition for funding avail-
able for other worthy National Park Service undertakings, that it -is
timely to consider transfer of historic preservation responsibilities
from the National Park Service to an organizational entity reporting
directly to the Departmental Secretary level....

Alternatively, and perhaps even preferably, .we believe that
serious consideration should be given to action by the Congress to
divest, entirely, from the Department of the Interior, responsibility
for carrying out the national historic preservation policy, reassign-—
ing that responsibility to a Federal entity where the primary thrust
is in the direction of achieving compatible goals. We believe that
such an entity exists in the National Foundation for the Arts and
Humanities....l?

Another Service reorganization just, afterward, in May 1976, removed

Bob Utley's assistant directorate for park historic preservation from

l4retter, Latimer to Jackson, April 1976, Conmnally files.

1SLetter, Humelsine and Biddle to Jackson, Apr. 13, 1976, Connally
files. '
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Connally and reduced it with its three disciplinary divisions to a single
Cultural Resources Management Division, under the assistant director for
park operations and associate director for management and operations.
Connally, retitled Associate Director, Preservation of Historic Proper-
ties, and retaining only OAHP, was left isolated from Park System concerns.,
The progressive retreat from the original concept of OAHP aé a central
~unit consolidating the bureau's‘preservation professionals was complete.

The change of administrations in January 1977 raised the hopes of
many in the preservation community that OAHP and its programs might at
last be liberated from Park Service shackles. The following month Rep.
John F. Seiberlihg of Ohio, chairman of the public lands subcommittee of
the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, introduced a bill titled
"The National Historic Preservation Policy Act of 1977."16 pDrafted in
collaboration with the newly independent Advisorf Council on Historic
Preservation, the bill would transfer OAHP's functions to the Council.

Bob Utley, who had come to the Council as deputy executive director
after his descent in the last Service reorganization, helped prepare a
staff paper supporting the transfer. It traced the fate of the preserva-
tion program in the Service and catalogued the disadvantages of leaving
it there: "Past record with the program, includiqg deficiencies in man-
agement of historic resources of the National Park System, sﬁbordination
of historic preservation budget and personnel needs to other priorities,
delays in issuance of needed regulations caused in part by perceived
inconvenience to Interior land managers, lack of interest in or under-

standing of historic preservation by key management officials, continuing

16y,R, 3602, 95th Congress, Feb. 16, 1977; superseded by identical
H.R. 6163, Apr. 6, 1977, with 24 cosponsors.
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inability after forty years to adopt original principles urged by historic
preservation specialists.v"16
In April Council staff met at Williamsburg with representatives of

the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers, the
National Trust, and the Defense, Treasury, and Transportation departments
to consolidate support for the Seiberling bill. The group's report,
favoring the bill, was adopted by the full Council in May. Interior was
asked but declined to participate in the Williamsburg meeting, and
Director Everhardt persuaded the ‘Secretafy of the Interior's Advisory
Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monuments to
strongly oppose divestiture of the OAHP programs.17

.The progress of the Seiberling bill was overtaken by other events.
Following President Jimmy Carter's environmental message to the Congress
in May, Secreéary of the Interior Cecil D. Andrus appointed a National.
Heritage Trust Task Force to consider the preservation of natural .and:
cultural resources and the provision of recreational opportunities.
The 100-member group, representing some 50 public agencies and private:
organizations concerned with these matters, labored throughout the summer
to define problems and propose solutions, including organizational rea-
lignments. But the outcome reflected the influence of Interior's Bureau
of Outdoor Recreation under its Carter-appointed director, Chris T.-

Delaporte, more than the input of most other interests.18

16»gtaff Paper on Federal Historic Preservation Programs,” March
1977.

17Eyerhardt remarks before Advisory Board, Apr. 18, 1977, and memo-
randum, Linden C. Pettys to Secretary of the Interior, Apr. 20, 1977,
Connally files.

18Rogers interview.
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On January 25, 1978, Secretary of the Interior Cecil D. Andrus
ordered reconstitution of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation as the Heritage
Conservation and Recreation Service. HCRS would be "the focal point
within the Federal government for planning, evaluating, and coordinating
the protection and preservation of the Nation's cultural and natural
heritage, and‘for assuring adequate recreation opportunities for all its
people.”19 The order transferred both OAHP and the Park Service's Natural
Landmarks Program to the new bureau. Ernest Connally retained his asso-
ciate directorship in the move, Jerry Rogers remained under him as OAHP
chief, and subordinate personnel kept their positions as well.

" Historlc preservationists who had looked for better times ahead were
soon disillusioned by the new regime. HCRS, dominated by the outddor
recreation interests of its predecessor, seemed no more hospitable to the
concerns of OAHP than the Park Service had been. A month after its estab~-
lishment Bruce K., Chapman, a National Trust trustee and Advisory Council

member, attacked OAHP's shift to HCRS in a Washington Post column:

This will create an organizational mishmash, reminiscent of comedian
Shelley Berman's old skit about the "Grace L. Ferguson Non-Scheduled
Airline and Storm Door Company."

Worse, it suggests little comprehension of the new concept of
preservation as an urban activity.

While disappointing historic preservationists, the new plan 1is

- not likely to satisfy those who are primarily concerned with saving

endangered natural areas. They, too, expected more innovation from
the five-month-long policy review that followed the president's
environmental message last May.

I think President Carter is missing a major opportunity. In-
stead of consigning historic preservation to an inappropriate niche
he should make it the core of his forthcoming urban policy....26

As HCRS director, Chris Delaporte seemed unresponsive and even

190rder No. 3017, "Establishment of a Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service,” Jan. 25, 1978.

20" Better Way to Save Our Citiés" (op—ed column), Feb. 28, 1978.
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hostile on occasion to his preservation constituency. After the presi-
dent of the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers

questioned the legality of HCRS under the secretarial order and urged

that it be.disbanded, Delaporte announced in mid-1979 that grants funds-

could no longér be used for dues to the organization.21 The decision may
have been correct, but its timing suggested retaliation. Siﬁultaneously,
Delaporte proceeded with plans to relocate much OAHP business to the
bureau's eight regional offices by transferring positions and personnél
from Washington. This was part of an overall scheme under which basic
program operations would be delegated to the states as much as possible,
the regional offices would perform essential federal operations and
provide guidance, and the Washington office would be trimmed to a policy,
budgeting, and evaluation center. But regionalization met resistance
inside and outside the organization: program leaders foresaw that staff
would be spread too thinly i1f dispersed without aﬁgmentation, while state
historic preservation officers disliked having to deal with another
bureaucratic 1ayer.22

Matters were not helped by Delaporte's failure to develop good per-
sonal relationships with the preservation establishment in and outside his
organization. Ernest Connally and Bill Murtagh found him unsympathetic
to their somewhat academic management styles. Following a period of heavy
pressure to reform office operations, Murtagh left the National Register

to head the preservation program at Columbia University in May 1979.

21Letter, Larry E. Tise to Secretary of the Interior Cecil D. Andrus,

June 1, 1979, Jerry L. Rogers office files; letter, Delaporte to State
Historic Preservation Officers, July 3, 1979, ibid. L

22Memorandum, Jerry L. Rogers to OAHP Division Chiefs, Aug. 20, 1979,

Rogers files; Rogers interview.
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Connally stayed onm the rolls but relinquished his associate directorate
in November to devote himself to his other duties as secretary general of
the International Council on Monuments and Sites. The departures of
these widely respected leaders, generally perceived as forced, further
diminished Delaporte's image beyond the bureau.

Displeased with the fate of preservation under HCRS, Representative
Seiberling introduced another bill on August 2 titled "National Historic
Preservation Amendments of 1979."23 This second Seiberling bill proposed
an independent Historic Preservation Agency, headed by an Administrator
for Historic Preservation. The agency would assume all QAHP functions.
The Advisory Council would receive new membership but would remain a
separate body. The independent agency was dropped from a later version
of the bill enacted as the National Historic Preservation Act Amegdments
of 1980.

| On September 24, 1979, the Office of Archeology and Historic Preser-
vation ceased to exist under that name. The associate director, preserva-
tion of historic properties, became the associate director, cultural
programs, and the chief of OAHP became the deputy associate director. Tﬁe
deputy, Jerry Rogers, acted as associate director between Connally's
departure and the arrival of his successor, Hope T. Moore, on January 29,
1980.
| Meeting in New Orleans in September 1980, the National Conference of
State Historic Preservation Officers again attacked HCRS in a statement
addressed to Secretary Andrus. The SHPOs accused Interior administrators

of taking a disproportionate share of their required fiscal 1981 budget

23H,R. 5139, 96th Congress.
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reduction from the grants program and of unduly changing the rules for
state participation in the program. "[W]e can no longer in good con-
science urge anyone to seek participation in the national program,” they
declared.24

Wolf Von Eckhardt, architecture critic for the Washington Post,

characterized the widespread opposition to HCRS in an October article:
Members of Congress and citizen organizations concerned with

heritage and recreation seem unanimous, as one spokesman put it,

that "Delaporte's outfit is an unmitigated disaster.” Congressional
dislike caused money cuts. Professional dislike caused resignatioms.

"Chris,” as the executive of a leading citizen organization told me,

“caused nothing but chaos. "2 :

The end of the Carter administration in January 1981 was also the
end for the bureau. With its politically appointed leadership (including
Hope Moore) out of the picture, Secretafy of the Interior James G. Watt
——a former director of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation—-immediately
abolished HCRS and returned most of its functions to the National Park
Service. Its five existing historic preservation divisions—--National
Register, State Plans and Grants, Interagency Archeological Services,
National Architectural and Engineering Record, and Technical Preservation
Services——remained together under Jerry Rogers, who received the title
Associate Director, Archeology and Historic Preservation.

Two further Park Service reorganizations brought the preservation
programs to their status at this writing. In 1982 Rogers was retitled
Associate Director, National Register Programs; the first three divisions

mentioned above were consolidated to the Interagency Resource Management

Division, under Lawrence E. Aten; and the two remaining were renamed the

245t atement dated Sept. 6, 1980, Connally files.

25"L,andmark Decisions,” Washington Post, Oct. 18, 1980, p. Bl.



18

HABS/HAER Division (for Historic American Buildings Survey and Historic
Ameriéan Engineering Record), under Robert J. Kapsch, and the Preservation
Assistance Division, undgr Lee H. Nelson. During the HCRS interlude the
0ld park-related History, Historic Architecture, and Anthropology (former-
1§ A:cheology) divisions had reemerged under,anbassistant director for
culﬁurai resources, F. Ross Holland, Jr. rHolland now became Aésociate
Director, Cultural Resources Management.

A year later the two associate directorates were amalgamated under
Jeffy Rogers as Associaﬁe>Director, Cultﬁral Resources. On paber, Rogers
supervised thfee assistanf direcfors, only one df whom existed. This
was the Assistant Director for Archeology, Bennie C. Keel; who oversaw
'Douglas ﬁ. Sco?ill's park—relate& Anthropology Division and Victor Car-
bone's Archeological -Assistance Division. The other assistant difector
pégitiéns were not filled, so that the femaining five divisions reported.
directly to Rogers. These were the History Division under Edwin C.
Bearss, the Park Historic Architecture Division under Hugh C. Miller,
and the Interagency Resources, HABS/HAER, and Preservation Assistance
divisions noted above; The organization fostered much greater interchange
amgﬁg-the "intefnal" an& "external” programs. In one case it combined
them, returning the Nafionél Historic Landmarks Program‘to iﬁs erstwhile
héﬁg in the History Division. | -

Reviewing this organizational evolution since 1967, one is struck by
its circular nature. Integrating the in-park and extramural preservation
activities of the National Park Service under a ranking official repof;ing
to the director, the associate directorate for cultural resources after
1983 resembled nothing so much as the original Office of Archeology and

Historic Preservation. There were differences, to be sure. The Advisory
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Council support function and the park research and project supervision
activities were absent. The regionalization initiated under HCRS con-
tinued under the Park Service, so that some former OAHP activities were
carried out in the bureau's regional offices under its regional direétors.
But the organization headed by Jerry Rogers 20 years after the National
Historic Preservation Act was closer to the initial OAHP concept than any
previous arrangement since 1971.

After the HCRS experiencé, the return of 1its historic preservation
component to the Park Service was greeted with general relief. Some
preservationists, including Charles E. Lee of South Carolina, president
of the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers in the

mid-1980s, again became dissatisfied with Service custody of the non-park

‘programs and renewed the call for separation. But the call was untimely.

As program responsibilities were being shifted from the federal level to
the states and 'localities, the federal component warranted independent
agency status less rather than more. TIts transfer to a less established
agency or bureau (présumably one devoted to cultural programs, the alter-
native having been discredited) would increase rather than reduce its
|
vulnerability to contemporary budget cutting imperatives. Although not
deliberately designed to do so, the integrated organization after 1983
also militated against separation. Most veterans of the bureaucratic

wars probably agreed with Jerry Rogers that the National Park Service

was, for the foreseeable future, the best place for his programs.26

26Rogers interview. In their conversations with the writer, Ernest
Connally and Bob Utley shared the view that divesting the non-park programs
was not a worthwhile objective in 1986.



EXPANDING THE REGISTER

The Nationaleistpric Preservation Act authorize& the Secretary of
the Interior "to expand and maintain a national register of districts,
sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in American history,
architecture, archeology, and culture, hereinafter referred to as the

National Register.... The National Register was at the core of the act:
nearly everything else was aimed at ideptifying, preserving, and protect-
ing what would be included in it. The decisions made in impleﬁenting this
~provision were therefore basic to the natioﬁal historic preservation
program over the next two decades.,

Those in the National Park Service charged with further defining,
expanding, and maiﬂtaining the National Register had ai&ed or witnessed
the drafting of thg act's language and were familiar with the testimony
of its proponents during'tﬁe.legislative process., Ffom this legislative
history they derived and incorporated certain axioms that were not obvious
from the act alone. |

The first of these Qas ﬁhat the National‘Register already existed in
emBryonic‘erm, consisting of the nationalihistdric landmarks designated
previously. This point wés of much importénce to George Hartzog, who
insiéted on having tﬁe law "expand" rather than initiate the Register,
In this way he could tie the Register to longstanding Service activity
under the 1935 Historic Sites Act, which authorized the landmarks program.
Doing this would limit ;hé possibility that the Department of Housing

and Urban Development or some other agency might seize the new program,

20
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and it might enable the Service to carry out some of the program under
the 1935 authority if funding were not forthcoming ﬁnder the new legis-
lation.!l

Second, expansion df the Register was understoqd to qoyer_properties
of less-than-national significance. Natiqnélly Sigpifican; p:opepties--t
the national histofic landmarks—were included byvviftpg of the 1935 QCt‘:
The thrust of the studies and testimony prépeding the 1966 act was the
need to be concerned about places of.regional, state, aﬁd loca1>signifi—.
cance as well. The bills introduced in March 1966 by Sen. Edmund Se
Muskie of Maine and Rep. William B, Widnall of New Jersey, who had both‘

served on the committee that produced the preservation blueprint With

Heritage So Rich, explicitly describe& the Rggister as comprising this
range of properties.2 Although this Breakdown wa;_pot included 1in the
bill that was- enacted, there was no question that the ;ct's rgference tor
properties "significant in American history, ,architeépure,_ archgology,
and culture” was meant to appiy brogdly and that.its call fpr "cémpreheﬁ—.
sive statewide historic surveys; would enqpmpasé .p1apes‘.dowﬁ to'FheA
locélly significant level. . N
Third, although “objects” were included among the categories_‘of
properties on the Register, the Register ﬁasAno§ intended ta list sma11
artifacts outside of their his;oric‘contexts, such as museum QSjgétsiand
collections. The act was primarily é response to concérn gbou; the effec;
of federal public works on historicaliy signif;cgnt‘real estgte-fsifegﬁ

and buildings. Portable objects whose significance was unrelated to their

1Telephone interview with Robert M. Utley, June 11, 1986.

25, 3098, H.R. 13792, 89th Congress; -Special Committee on Historic
Preservation, With Heritage So Rich (New York: Random House, 1966).
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locations were not threatened by such activity. Testifying on a related
bill before passage of the act, Gordon Gray, chairman of the National
Trust for Historic Preservation, spoke of "historic places” as the object
of.its provisions.3 Although it did not appear in the act, this phrase
nicely captured the intended geographical basis of the Register.

In mid-1968 the Service began to refer to the "National Register of
Historic Places.”™ Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation staff
adopted the suffix in preparing the first publication.of the Register so
that the title would signify its general content (“National Register"
alone could have embraced anything).4 Although the title was not selected
deliberately to exclude objects, it did serve to reinforce the 1intended
scope of the Register. The number of objects listed over the years has
been small, and most of those included have been substantial in bulk and
relatively fixed in location, 1like moored ships. The current Service
definition of objects for Register purposes specifies that they must be
"related to a specific setting or environment,">

In June 1966, four months before.passage of the act, Bob Utley. drew
up an outline for implementing the expected program. The Service would
immediately place in the National Register all properties eligible for
national historic landmark designation and all. buildings recorded by

the Historic American Buildings Survey. Each state would be asked to

3Gray testimony on H.R. 13790 before House Committee on Banking and
Currency, Mar. 21, 1966, cited in James M. Lambe, “"Legislative History of
Historic Preservation Act of 1966,” National Park Service, 1967, p..29.

4The first use of "National Register of Historic Places” found was
on a working list of July 1, 1968. The title appeared officially in the
February 25, 1969, Federal Register, where the Register was first pub-
lished. It was legally recognized in the 1980 amendments to the 1966 act.

536 C.F.R. Pt. 60.
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designate an agency responsible for ﬁonducting its statewide historical
survey, preparing its historic preservation plan, and receiving grants.
Utley adapted criteria for properties of state and 1local historical'
significaﬁce on the Register from the Service's existing national signif-~
icance criteria. Subsequently adopted, these criteria remain in force.b

At this point in the legislative process, proponents fostered the
notion that the state surveys would be completed in a finite time period.
Testifying before the House subcommittee considering the bill on July 15,
George Hartzog explained why it authorized appropriations for only three
more fiscal years:

The reason for the limitation of three years 1s that we were not
able, and we still are not until you get this overall survey fin-
ished, to say what amount of money you need for this program. So
four years from now we will be back before this committee and before
the Congress seeking a broader charter for grants in response to
the need that develops as a result of the survey.

The Senate and House coﬁmittee reporfs recommending passage of the
legislation both repeated this expectation that expansion of the National
Register via the state surveys would be completed by 1970, Ronald F,
Lee was equally optimistic a month after the October 15 enactment. In a
plan submitted to Hartzog he envisioned completion of the national his-

toric landmark surveys in 1967 and the statewide surveys and preservation

plans in fiscal 1970, with the results incorporated in the Register.8

6M.emorandum, Utley to Assistant Director Howard R. Stagner, June 2,
1966, enclosing "Preliminary Prospectus for Conduct of Grants—-in-Aid
Program Under Jackson and Aspinall Bills,”™ Utley office files, History Di-
vision. See first National Register publication in appendix for criteria.

7Hartzog testimony on H.R. 13491 quoted in Lambe, "Legislative
History,"” pp. 95-96.

8S. Rept. 1363, July 7, 1966; H. Rept. 1916, Aug. 30, 1966; memo-
randum, Lee to Hartzog, Nov. 16, 1966, attaching "Preliminary Plan for
Enlargement of National Register,” National Register files.,
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An exchange between Hartzog and the Senate Interior committee chair-
man, Sen. Henry M. Jackson of ‘Washington, during the Senate hearing~iﬁ
June 1966 also reflected the prevailing vision of the Register as something
much narrower than it would.actually become; Jackson expressed concern
that local desires to benefit from the grants program would cause many
unqualified properties to be nominated to the Register, and he asked how
state nominatiéns would be evaluated. Hartzog replied that they would be
reviewed in the same manner as national historic landmark nominations—-
by the .Secretary of the Interior's Advisory Board on National Parké,
Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monuments, 9 vThe advisory board compriééd
11 members of varied expertise who met twice a year to consider a dive£;
sity of busiﬁess, including a few dozen landmark proposals. It woul&
have beén overwhelmed by any significant volume of state Register nomina-
tions. Fortunately, Hartzog's response was forgottén when the nominations
started rolling in.

Serious planning for the National Register got underﬁay in iaté
November with the fofmation of a Service task force to draft standards
and pfocedures for implementing the act. Bob Utley was chairman; ;ﬁe
other ﬁembers were Russell Keune, architect; Zorro A. Bradley, archeolo-
giét; Murray H. Nelligan, historian; William E. Brown, historian, later
replaced by John A. Hussey; and Kay Thomas, secretary. The task forcé
convened on November 22 with the members of Hartzog's special committee
on historic preservation, Ronald Lee,lErnest Connally, and J. O. Brew.

The first objective was fo define the Register consistent with

the act's general language encompassihg "districts, sites, buildings,

9Hartzog testimony on S. 3035 quoted in Lambe, "Legislative History,"
ppo 73_74. .
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structures, and objects significant in American history, architecture,
archeology, and culture.” According to the minutes of the next meeting
on November 28:

The question arose as to what "Culture” would include, and Mr. Utley

said it was his understanding that Culture is anything not under the

heading of history, archeology, and architecture. It is not possible

to define it too well. The Smithsonian Institution has the most

objects, but they are not in the picture, and we will have to make

sure that they do not attempt to run away with the ball.10

A good deal of discussion revolved around the matter of ranking
Register properties. Should the national historic landmarks be grouped
together at the top of the list? Should further distinctions be made
among properties of regional, state, and local significance? Should there
be different standards of protection based on the significance levels?

At the November 28 meeting the task force favored "a category of
inviolate properties of national significance, such as Mount Vernon and
Independence Hall——everything else would be subject to destruction if
determined to be in the public benefit.” Bill Brown prepared a paper
for the next meeting on December 5 advocating that all properties be

ranked-by significance and assigned to "must preserve, should ﬁresefve,"
and "desirable to preserve” categories. The projected volume of Register
ﬁroperties and competing public interests made suéh priorities essential,
in Brown's view; he thought it better to focus preservation attention
on the mostiimportant places than to diffuse it indiscriminately among

al1.1l

Ronald Lee favored three significance categories—-national, state or

104istoric Preservation Task Force minutes, National Register files.

117hid.; Brown, “"The Function of Rank-Order Categories in the Na-
tional Register, National Register files.
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regional, local--but did not want to assign different preservation
standards to them in such explicit fashion. Ernest Connally, who would
exercise heavy 1influence over the task force recommendations as the
prospective chief of OAHP, 'was éven-less inclined to rank -Register prop-
erties. To do so, he feared, would signal that those 1in the lower
categories were expendable. Rather than prejudging whether particular
sites "must” or "should” be preserved, he preferred to weigh. the public
benefit of their preservation in the context of actions affecting thém,
during the review process to be established by the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation under the act.l2?

‘The task force report reflected Connally's position, prescribing

the Register format as "an ungraded, uncategorized list of -properties .

arranged alphabetically by States.”!3 The first publication of the Regis-

ter, in the February 25, 1969, Federal Register, did not. even identify
which properties were national historic landmarks. Bill Murtagh, Keeper
of the National Register, viewed the Register primarily as a means to
recognize and reinforce the.environmental and aesthetic contributions of
locally signifiéant properties in community life. To him and other devo-
tees of this "new preservation,” the landmarks progr;m overemphasized
associative values (the "Washington slept here" syndrome) and museum—-type
properties isolated from contemporary social concerns.

Although landmark. status was noted in later publications of the

Register, landmarks were still listed alphabetically with other entries

12istoric Preservation Task Force minutes; interview with Ernest A.
Connally, Apr. 25, 1984; Utley interview.

13Memorandum, Utley to Hartzog, "Report of the Historic Preservation
Task Force,"” Feb. 16, 1967, National Register files.
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and with no suggestion that they warranted higher consideration. In 1980
the National . Historic Preservation. Act ‘was amended to give landmarks
somewhat more protection from federal undertakings than other Registef
properties, but no change was made in thevRegister itself reflecting this
modification.

In his earlier proposal for the Register's initial content, Bob
Utley had included all structures recorded by the Historic American
Buildings Survey. This was quickly seen as unworkable: many of the HABS-
recorded structures had -been demolished, and there was no way to tell
which survived withouf extensive investigation. Nothing was entered in
the Register solely because it appeared in HABS,«thereforé. Instead,
HABS structures that had not. been listed by mid=1969 as a result of

landmark status - or state nomination - appeared in - the Advisory List to.

the National Register of Historic Places published 'by OAHP that year, -

. along with properties that had been considered but.rejected for landmark
designation. Copies went to the states with the suggestion thét they
investigate these places'duriﬁg their surveys.

The task force prescribed for automatic placement in the Register
another class of properties that Utley had not mentioned in his prospec-
tus: the historical units of the National Park System. The national
significance of most had been established by Congress in authorizing:
them, and they clearly fell within the intended comprehensive .scope of
the Register. Little or no thought was then given.to the fact that the
Service's own development of these parks would become subject to Advisory
Council review under Section 106 of the act. The Adyisory. Council's
review procedures had not yet been worked out; and Section 106 compliance-

was seen in any case as applying largely to other federal agencies whose
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programs regularly impaired historic properties.14

Utley's proposal that each state be asked to designate an agency
toAhandle its Register program: was implemented in January 1967, when
Secretary of the Interior Stewart L. Udall signed letters to all state
governors. Drafted by James M. Lambe in the Service's legislative office,
they read in part:

I would appreciate very much your letting me know the officer or

agency whom you designate to represent the State in preparing sur-

veys, receiving grants, and carrying out other phases of the program.,

With this information we can consult with your representative to

work out the basis for grants when funds become available, and can

eventually obtain the name of the State representative authorized to
enter into contractual relationships on behalf of the State.ld
The letters enclosed copies of the act and an explanatory statement.,

This procedure and arrangement closely followed the implementation
of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 by the Bureau of Out-
door Recreation. The officials designated by the governors even received
the same title--state liaison officer (SLO)~-as those responsible for the
Land and Water Conservation Fund program; the more descriptive "state
historic preservation officer” (SHPO) was not substituted until 1973.
They were a varied group, falling into three general categories of
roughly equal size: state park administrators, state historical society
directors, and a polyglot of highway, housing, and planning officials.
Among the initial designees were a former Park Service director, Conrad

L. "Wirth, then chairman of the New York State Historic Trust, and a

future Service director, William Penn Mott, Jr., general manager of the

1l‘Ut:ley interview.

15Letters dated Jan. 4, 1967; copy in National Register files.
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California Department of Parks and Recreation.

Contrary to the expectations of some in the Service, the state park
and historical society offices were frequently less adapted to handling
the state programs than the diverse officeSxin‘the third category. The
parks departments and historical societies were accustomed to dealing with
historic sites, museums, and archives that they operated with their own
employees. Offices dealing more broadly with planning, on the other hand,
often seemed better able to grasp the vision of the nationwide preserva-
tion program, view preservation in environmental and economic development
terms, and take advantage of citizen involvement. Bill Murtagh later re-
gretted that his office had not promptly supplemented Udall's letter with
guidance on the -selection of state preservation officers and agencies:
“Had better direction been given...we might have had the responsibility
placed in more State planning agencies where it might have functioned
better and quicker."16

A 1975 Service report by Robert B. Rettig found that 2] state his-
toric presérvation.offices were then parts of broad historical or cultural
agencies, 16 were in natural resources or parks departments, and 11 were
independent agencies. Rettig thought all arrangements satisfactory "if
the office has sufficient public identity and ability to function on its
own. Generally, this situation 1is likely to occur when the preservation
office is an independent agency or is a fairly autonomous division of a
larger agency, and when the SHPO has day-to-day contact with the preser-

vation program.”1l7

16Memorandum, Murtagh to Director, Heritage Conservation and Recrea-
tion Service, June 1979, National Register files.

17Conserving the Man-Made Environment,” Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 69, 76.
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Among the products of the Utley task force was a draft handbook
outlining procedures for conducting statewide surveys and plans, nominat;
ing properties to the National Register, applying for grants-in-aid, and
accounting for grants funds. After circulation to the SLOs, members of
the Advisory Council, and other interested parties for review and comment,
it was refined under Russell Keune's direction and issued in the summer'of

1968 under the title Grants for Historic Preservation: Guide for State

Participation.

According to this grants manual (the shorthand term for it), the
results of a state's survey were to become the first volume of the state's
"comprehensive statewide historic preservation plan” prerequisité to
grants under the law. The survey would be conducted under the direction
of the SLO and his staff, which was to include professionals qualified in
History, archeology, and architecture; and the properties identified would
be evaluated by a state review board, also containing members qualified
in these disciplines. The survey volume would consist of a preface, com-
pleted National Register inventory-nomination forms on all eligible
properties identified, and a certificate of approval signed by a majority
of the state review board. The notion that all of a state's Register
nominations could be submitted en masse following a single survey seems
naive in retrospect, but it was consistent with the impressions conveyeq
during the legislative process.

The decision to require professional credentials on.the state staffs
and review boards was an importaﬁt one. It reflected early awareness that
the National Register would become in large measure a state ratﬁer than
a federal creation, so that expertise at the state level would be vital

to its credibility., The fact that Register nominations had undergone
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‘ professional scrutiny at that level was helpful 1in countering legal
challenges to Register 1listings. Defenders could show that nominations
were based on "a consortium of trained, informed opinion-making,” in Bill
Murtagh's wbrds, not on caprice.18
In practice, it was difficult for many states to obtain and maintain
staffs and review boards with the required credentials. The Service did
noﬁ insist on these requirements in the early years, but in September
1973 Jerry Rogers told an SHPO committee that too many exceptions threat-
ened the integrity of the national program. The following April Russell
Mortensen, OAHP director, wrote all SHPOs warning that participation in
i
the program after January 1976 would require state staffs with the full
complement of preservation expertise. Henceforth each state would submit
a current staff and review board roster with its annual work program for
‘ recertification by the Park Service.l9
In response to a complaint from the Kansas SHPO about the stiffer
policy, Mortensen reviewed the background to it and revealed its tactical
component:

[A] very small percentage of the States had been responsive to
basic guideline requirements promulgated in 1966 [sic] that each of
the States develop a State staff professionally competent in the
fields of architecture, history, and archeology or other disciplines
as may be locally deemed necessary. In the interest of getting the
program off the ground when the funding levels were of a negligible
nature, it was deemed relatively unimportant, in the overall scheme
of things, that this guideline was not then being followed.... With
the growth of the funding level, however, the political sensitivity

of the programs has increased. Continuing to ignore this basic
requirement potentially jeopardizes the entire national structure as

18Memorandum, Murtagh to Director, HCRS, June 1979.

A 191nterview with Rogers, May 7, 1986; Summary Minutes of SHPO Policy
Group, Mackinac Island, Mich., Sept. 25-26, 1973, National Register files;
‘ letter, Mortensen to SHPOs, Apr. 8, 1974, ibid.
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the program grows. Any intelligent lawyer could make mincemeat out
of any attempted defense of an historic site in Kansas jeopardized
by a federal project were he to uncover that neither we nor you are
following the basic guidelines 1laid down after passage of the act
‘in 1966,

Further, with the coming Bicentennial and the general temper
~of ‘the times, it appears to:us that the time is right for the estab-

lishment of a well staffed preservation-oriented office within each
State....

Look upon this as a stick which we are placing in your hands
with which you can go to your State legislature, organized industry,
organized philanthropy, or whatever other source you may have, to
provide your match as a means to strengthen your case for enlarged
locallfinancial assistance,..."20

In a 1975 report prepared for Senator Jackson, the Advisor&

Council déclared: "Only 10 States are conducting surveys on a comprehen-
sive, scheduled basis, while the remaining 43 programs are conducted
without a aefinite plan.... A major shortcoming has been the lack of
céordihation of local survey efforts with State surveys and the National
Régister program.” The Park Servicg then rated only 14 programs as
operating with sufficient professional expertise., Nearly all states had
atileast one full-time historian, archeologist, and architect, according
to tﬁe simultaﬁeous Rettig report, but a majority had no more than this
thrge-person miﬁimum.21 Still, the situation was better than it had been.
"[The] decision to key professional staffing standards to the grants
process resulted in an obvious improvement of the number and quality of
wo;king professionals at the state level...,” Bill Murtagh declared in

1979. "Most of the States rendered thanks for our assistance in giving

them clout with their State legislatures to secure minimum staff,"22

20Letter to Nyle Miller, May 2, 1974, National Register files.

21Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, The National Historic
Preservation Program Today (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1976), p. 13; Rettig, "Conserving the Man-Made Environment,” p. 84,

22Memorandum, Murtagh to Director, HCRS, June 1979,
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The Utley task force prepafed definitions of the kinds of properties
eligible for the National Register, criteria for evaluating their sig-
nificance, and a form--subsequently refined for data processing. purposes
in consultation with IBM--on which states would nominate properties.
Getting the state surveys and nomination process underway would require
more than disseminating paper, however. A major missionary campaign was
needed to spread the word about the new program and inspire participation
—-especially in the absence of any significant grants to the states until
1969.

In January 1967 the task force me\t with representatives of several
future participants, including the Petl\hsylvania Historical and Museum
Commission, the Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission, and the New York
City Landmarks Preservation Commission. The task force report was made
pubiic at a Williamsburg preservation conference in March sponsored by
Colonial Williamsburg and the National Trust and coordinated by Bill

Murtagh (still with the Trust). Discussions there relating to the new

program were summarized in a widely_distributed booklet, Historic Preser-—

vation Tomorrow.

After Ermest Connally, Murtagh, Jerry Rogers, and other new OAHP
staff arrived at midyear, planning began for.a series of regional con-
ferences to explain the National Histori;c Preservation Act and élarifsf
state roles under it. Meetings were held in Boston, Richmond, Columbus,
San Juan, Savannah, Denver, Omaha, and Pacific Grove, California, between
Novembér 1967 and May 1968. 1In addition to OAHP officials, attendees
included SLOs and representatives of the National Trust, the Americaq

Association for State and Local History, the American Institute of
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| Architects, the American Institute of Planners, the American Society ‘of
Landscape Architects, the American Society of Civil Engineers, the Society .
of Architectural‘Historians, the Society of American Archeologisfs, and
the Garden Club of America. According to Murtagh, “The meetings were
used as a vehicle to mix the public and private preservation.. interests
for the first time on a large scale:." They enébled federal and state
officials to get acquainted, SLOs to raise issues, OAHP staff to learn
about local problems, and lagging states to become motivated to greater
participation, 23

State nominations came 1in slowly at first. Only six properties from
the states were listed: during 1968. A report on the ‘year's activity
atttributed this rate of progress to the lack of grants - appropriations-
but noted that some States were proceeding on their own initiative.
OAHP shared responsibility for the slow start: it did not distribute ‘

nomination forms until January 1969. That March the - National Register

Newsletter, an. informational circular on the program, noted eight more
listings including the 0ld Post Office in St. Louis, Chateaﬁ-’sur—Mer in
NewPort, Tuckahoe' in Virginia, and the Walter Luther Dodge -House in West
Hollywood, California ('demolished‘the following year). "By August 220
nominations had come in from 24 states, Virginia led with 57; Missouri
was next with 44,24

Still composed almost entirely of Park Service historical areas and

national historic landmarks--totaling some 960 : properties~-the National

23Ibid.; "Summary Report of the 1967-1968 Regional Conferences on
the new Preservation under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
Public Law 89-665," National Register files.

24Progress Ref)ort on National Register Activities, April-September
1968, National Register files; National Register Newsletter file, ibid. ‘
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Register was publishéd in the February 25, 1969, Federal ﬁegister pri-

marily. to inform federal agenéieq of what ﬁhey would.nee&ftb‘take into
account under Section 106. Additions appeared periodtcally in‘ subse-
quent issues. The Service published . a pobular version of the Register
in hard and soft cover, with short property descriptions and selected
{1lustrations, a.year later (although it bore a. 1969 date). The book
was ceremoniously presented at a candlelight reception hosted by George .
Haftzog énd the Public Printer (head of the Govetnmenf Printing Office) -
at;the National Trust's Decatur House. Copies went to all state governors.
and members of Congress as well as the SLOs. Later editions appeared in
1972, 1974, and 1976. The book format was discontinued thereafter: the .
Register was growing too large and too fast to ﬁe published with reasonable-
currency and ecénomy in such faéhion.

Nominations increased rapidly after 1970. There - were more than’
1,000 new entries in fhe Register in 1971, more than 2,000 in° 1973, and
more than 3,000 in 1978, when new tax benefits for commercial rehabilita-
tion of Register properties began to have a significant effect-on the -

volume. In 1977 OAHP supplemented its How To Complete National Register-

nggg_publication'with guidelines on multiple resource nominations ~and’
thematic group nominations. These nominations encompassed all eligible
properties in a given area or related to a particular theme as- a means
of expediting the process.

A backlog of unprocessed nominations‘devéloped‘and-grew‘coincident
with the shift of the program to the Heritage Conservation and Recreation
Service 1ﬁ 1978, Director Chris Delaporté set a 60-day emérgency period
that November and December to catch up on.thé backlog and institute othef

reforms. With the assistance of staff detailed from other functions, the
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backlog was largely eliminated.25

The National Trust did a study of the Register's composition as of
November 1981. It counted some 20,300 individual properties and about
2,500 districts containing 147,000 individual properties, for a total
of 167,300 properties. Although districts constituted less than 11 per-
cent of the entries, they contained more than 90 percent of all included
properties. Only about 1,700 entries were nationally significant histo-
rical parks and landmarks; the rest were properties of state and local
significance. The most common area of significance was architecture,
relating to 71 percent of all listings. More than two-thirds of the
properties were 19th century; less than five percent were prehistoric.
Sixty-five percent of individually listed properties were privately owned,

and 33 percent of all listings included private residences,26

The framers of the National Historic Preservation Act envisioned
that federally owned properties would also be entered in the Register and
afforded review protection under Section 106 when affected by undertakings -
of their custodians or other federal agencles. 1In November 1967 Bob
Garvey, executive secretary of the Advisory Council, first suggested that
federal agencies might nominate their eligible properties to the Register.
At that time Bob Utley persuaded him that the state surveys would take

care of federal property nominations.27

25Memorandum, Delaporte to Assoclate Director, Preservation of His-
toric Properties, Nov. 2, 1978, Jerry L. Rogers office files; memorandum,
Delaporte to Secretary of the Interior, Jan. 30, 1979, ibid. '

26" Profile of the National Register of Historic Places,” 1983, Na-
tional Register files. The Register held more than 45,000 entries by 1986.

27Memorandum, Garvey to Chief, OAHP, Nov. 7, 1967, Ernest A, Connally
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As it developed, the Park Service itself upset this understanding.
When a representative of the Wyoming SLO visited Yellowstone National Park
in 1969 to inventory eligible properties there, Superintendent Jack K.
Anderson protested what he viewed as state interference to George Hartzog.
Hartzog sided with Anderson and let it be known that the Service would
nominate its own properties (outside the already 1listed historical
areas).?—8 "The Park Service is now undertaking its own inventory of the
historic resources within the natural and recreational areas under ‘its

jurisdiction,” the April 1969 National Register Newsletter announced.

"In conducting these surveys the National Park Service welcomes ‘the
advice and assistance of the State Liaison Officers, but there is no need
for them to make a duplicate survey.” The SLOs were promised copies of
forms on listed properties.

The Newsletter announcement was in fact a statement of intent more
than reality. Although Park Service historians completed National Regis-—
tef forms on a few park resources, no comprehensive Service inventory was
underway or imminent. Nominations of properties held by other federal
agencies also lagged, in some cases because states were reluctant to

include them in their surveys. In 1970 a Council on Environmental Quality

task force with members from OAHP met to consider ways of improving the

national preservation program. Several of its ideas were included in
President Richard M. Nixon's February 8, 1971, environmental message to
Congress. One culminated in Nixon's Executive Order 11593 of May 13,

1971, "Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment.”

office files.

283erry L. Rogers speech (recorded), Jan. 24, 1984; Utley interview.



38

Executive Order 11593 directed all federal agencies to do what the
Park Service said it would do in 1969. In cooperation with the SLOs, they
were to "locate, inventory, and nominate to the Secretary of the Interior
all sites, buildings, districts, and objects under their jurisdiction or
control that appear to qualify for listing on the National Register of His-
toric Places” by July 31, 1973. Simultaneously, the Secretary of the In-
terior was to encourage states to survey and nominate federal properties,

The executive order aléo.resulted in official recognition of a new
category of historic properties: properties eligible for the National
Register. When Bob Garvey had presented draft preliminary procedures for
Section 106 compliance at the second meeting of the Advisory Council 1in
September 1967, the Council members advocated giving as much considerati